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DETAILED ACTION 

1. Claims 1-4. 6-12. 15-21, and 23-26 have been examined. 



Response to Arguments 

2. Applicants arguments are not persuasive. 

a. Argument "A. The prior art fails to teach or suggest using a combination of 
both time saved and summary table size 

With regard to claim 1 (and similarly claims 10 and 19), Applicant respectfully 
submits that the prior art fails to teach or suggest all of the claim limitations. 
Claim 1 recites, inter alia, "wherein the performance measure is a combination of 
both time saved and summary table size." In the Office Action, it is alleged that 
"using one or the other is a combination" using the broadest reasonable 
interpretation. Applicant respectfully traverses. Even if, argendo, using "one or 
the other" was construed to teach using two different combinations of two single 
elements, it does not, under any interpretation, teach a single combination of two 
elements, as currently claimed. However, in an effort to expedite prosecution, 
Applicant has amended the claim to recite "a combination of both time saved and 
summary table size." Clearly, using "one or the other" could not possibly be 
interpreted as using a combination of both time saved and summary table size. 
The Office Action further refers to column 8, lines 35-56." 

This is not persuasive as the benefit measure teaches this limitation as mapped bellow. 

Further more applicant provides no explanation as to who the amendment clearly 
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precludes one or the other as disclosed, none the less the examiner has amended his 
rejection in an attempt to further prosecution based one applicants amendments. 

Next, applicant contends: 

"However, a careful analysis of the algorithm described therein indicates that the 
algorithm calculates time saved using summary table size (see lines 53-54). 
Accordingly, this passage fails to teach the claimed invention - i.e., wherein the 
performance measure is a combination of both time saved and summary table 
size." 

However, applicant's statement is factually incorrect. If one were to carefully read the 
reference it states that an estimate of the time saved can be calculated using the 
summary table size; However, when the statistics are present the time saved is 
calculated using the collected statistics instead of the summary table size. (Col 8 lines 
56-63) 

B. The prior art fails to teach or suggest using different subsets of characteristics 
to generate performance data Claim 1 (and similarly claims 10 and 19), recites, 
inter alia, "analyzing performance data of execution queries using characteristics 
relating to each proposed summary table and performance data of execution 
queries using different subsets" of characteristics found in each proposed 
summary table." In the Office Action, it is alleged that using all of the 
characteristics is a subset. However, claim 1 recites using 
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different subsets. While it may be possible for a subset to include each element 
of a parent set, it is impossible for different subsets to each include every 
element of the parent set (i.e., the subsets would not be different if they both 
contained the full set). The Office Action also refers to column 7, lines 24-29, 
which describes inexact match summary tables. However, upon a careful reading 
of the cited passage regarding inexact match summary tables, and more 
particularly column 1 1 , lines 6-12, it is evident that the term "inexact match 
summary tables" refers to a situation in which additional dimensions (i.e., 
characteristics) are added for analysis. Thus, inexact match summary tables are 
not subsets - but rather are supersets - of other summary tables. Inexact match 
summary tables therefore do not contain subsets of characteristics. Accordingly, 
nowhere does any of the prior art teach or suggest using both the summary table 
characteristics and different subsets of characteristics to create a performance 
measure. 

Applicant's arguments are not persuasive as applicants assertions clearly show that the 
inexact summary tables has different subsets. Applicants states that the inexact 
summary contain added dimensions which applicant then equates to a characteristic, 
each of these dimensions is correlated to a summary table, see table 2. Further more 
applicant admits that the inexact match summary tables are supersets of other 
summary tables, as such the other summary tables are clearly subsets of the inexact 
match summary tables. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
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3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

4. Claims 1-3, 6-12, 15-21, and 23-26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over US 6,385,604, known hereafter as Bakalash, or the admitted prior art 
in view of US 6,678,676 known hereafter as Brickell or Bakalash in view of Brickell and 
US 6317778, known hereafter as Dias. 

5. Claims 1 and 10 are rejected for the following reasons: 

1. "A summary table manager for managing summary tables in an OLAP (Online 
Analytical Processing) database system," Bakalash teaches summery tables for use in 
an OLAP database system in col 6, as does applicants admitted prior art in paragraphs 
2-4 of the instant application. However, neither disclose proposing summary tables and 
calculating performance measures, but these features are taught in Brickel. 
a query analysis system that displays a set of proposed summary tables based on 
query statistics gathered for a set of inputted queries; (Brickel Col 3 lines 30-37) and 
a system for calculating a performance measure for each of the proposed summary 
tables based on the query statistics, wherein the performance measure is a combination 
of both time saved and summary table size (Brickel Col 8 lines 33-56, shows the benefit 
measure, which is a performance measure using the broadest reasonable 
interpretation, comprising calculations including the number of rows of data in the 
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summery table (a summery table size), and the time saved and is thus a combination 
for both the time saved an the summery table size) 

calculated by analyzing performance data of execution queries using characteristics 
relating to each proposed summary table(Table 1) and performance data of execution 
queries using different subsets of characteristics found in each proposed summary 
table(Col 7 lines 24-30, inexact match summery tables). 

Col 3 lines 16-37 teaches calculating an estimate the query execution time witch is a 
performance measure based on inputted queries, and a query analysis system 
generating the selected summaries, based on the data from the database i.e. the 
estimated query processing time calculated by analyzing performance data of execution 
queries using characteristics relating to each proposed summary table and performance 
data of execution queries using subsets of characteristics found in each proposed 
summary table. (Also note Col 6 lines 16-24, Col 7 lines 24-29, and Col 8 lines 35-56). 
Thus, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the art 
to include the features of Brickel in Bakalash as it provides an automatic process that 
does not require substantial input from the system user or system administrator for 
maintaining summery tables(Brickel col 3 line 59 - col 4 line 4). Brickel also teaches 
the display of the summary tables in col 3 lines 34-35, where an administration selects 
and monitors the summaries. As, the tables must inherently be displayed in order to be 
selected. Thus, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
of the art to include the features of Brickel in Bakalash as it provides an automatic 
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process that does not require substantial input from the system user or system 
administrator for maintaining summery tables(Brickel col 3 line 59 - col 4 line 4). Using 
a performance measure that is a multiplication of size and time saved is taught in Dias 
Col 5 lines 32-46. Division is a typ6 of multiplication (ie multiplication by an inverse). 
Thus, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to include this feature to normalize the time saved by the size as they both 
effect the performance of the system and thus they measure would be more accurate. 

6. Claims 2, 11, and 20 are rejected for the following reasons: 

Bakalash and The admitted prior art as modified teaches the claims upon which these 
claims are dependant, however they fail to expressly disclose the set of summery 
tables being determined based on characteristics utilized in the summary table. 
However, this is taught in Brickel col 6 line 16-46. Thus, it would have been obvious 
to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the art to include the features of Brickel in 
Bakalash as it provides an automatic process that does not require substantial input 
from the system user or system administrator for maintaining summery tables(Brickel 
col 3 lines 59 - col 4 line 4). 

7. Claims 3, 12, and 21 are rejected for the following reasons: 

Bakalash and The admitted prior art as modified teaches the claims upon which these 
claims are dependant, however they fail to expressly disclose the performance 
measure comprising an estimated amount of time saved for using the summary table. 
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However, this is taught in Brickel col 3 line 21-24. Thus, it would have been obvious 
to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the art to include the features of Brickel in 
Bakalash as it provides an automatic process that does not require substantial input 
from the system user or system administrator for maintaining summery tables(Brickel 
col 3 line 59 - col 4 line 4). 

8. Claim 19 is rejected for the following reasons: 
See Claim 1 rejection, and Brickell Col 2 lines 18-21, 

9. Claims 6, 15, and 23 are rejected for the following reasons: 

Bakalash and The admitted prior art as modified teaches the claims upon which these 
claims are dependant, however they fail to expressly disclose the performance measure 
being nomialized for summary tables based on different fact tables. However, this is 
taught in Brickel col 8 lines 35-44 shows a performance measure based on the number 
of rows reduced to over the number of rows for the table/tables being represented, and 
the number of rows is performance data as it is analogous to how long it takes to parse 
a table, this is a normalized figure and summary tables are based on different tables. 
Thus, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the art 
to include the features of Brickel in Bakalash as it provides an automatic process that 
does not require substantial input from the system user or system administrator for 
maintaining summery tables(Brickel col 3 line 59 - col 4 line 4). 

10. Claims 7, 16, and 24 are rejected for the following reasons: 
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Bakalash and The admitted prior art as modified teaches the claims upon which these 
claims are dependant, however they fail to expressly disclose a performance analysis 
system the determines an actual performance analysis system that determines an 
actual performance value of a given summary table using feedback from the database 
system. However, this is taught in Brickel col 2 line 62- col 3 line 15. Thus, it would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the art to include the 
features of Brickel in Bakalash as it provides an automatic process that does not require 
substantial input from the system user or system administrator for maintaining summery 
tables(Brickel col 3 line 59 - col 4 line 4). 

1 1 . Claims 8, 17, and 25 are rejected for the following reasons: 

Bakalash and The admitted prior art as modified teaches the claims upon which these 
claims are dependant, however they fail to expressly disclose a comparing statistics fro 
queries using identical characteristics that are preformed before and after creation of 
the summery table. However, this is taught in Brickel col 2 line 62- col 3 line 15, which 
compares the same query performed with and without the summary table present. 
Thus, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the art 
to include the features of Brickel in Bakalash as it provides an automatic process that 
does not require substantial input from the system user or system administrator for 
maintaining summery tables(Brickel col 3 line 59 - col 4 line 4). 

12. Claims 9, 18, and 26 are rejected for the following reasons: 

Bakalash and The admitted prior art as modified teaches the claims upon which these 
claims are dependant, however they fail to expressly disclose deleting low perfomiing 
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summary tables. However, this is taught in Brickel col 4 lines 5-10 or Col 7 lines 5-10. 
Thus, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the art 
to include the features of Brickel in Bakalash as it provides an automatic process that 
does not require substantial input from the system user or system administrator for 
maintaining summery tables(Brickel col 3 line 59 - col 4 line 4). 

Claim 4 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over US 6,385,604, 
known hereafter as Bakalash, or the admitted prior art in view of US 6,678,676 known 
hereafter as Brickell in further view of US 6317778. known hereafter as Dias. 
13. Claim 4 is rejected for the following reasons: 

Bakalash and Brickell teach the claims upon which claim 4 is dependent upon, but fail to 
expressly disclose the multiplication of the time saved and the summary table size. 
Using a performance measure that is a multiplication of size and time saved is taught in 
Dias Col 5 lines 32-46. Division is a type of multiplication (ie multiplication by an 
inverse). Thus, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill In the art at the time 
of the invention to include this feature to normalize the time saved by the size as they 
both effect the performance of the system and thus they measure would be more 
accurate. 

Conclusion 

Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 
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§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action js mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Cory C. Bell whose telephone number is (571) 272 
2736. The examiner can normally be reached on m-f 8:30-5:00. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Charles Rones can be reached on (571) 272 4085. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300, 



Application/Control Number: 10/712,836 



Page 12 



Art Unit: 2164 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status Information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 




